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MR. HARWOOD: Good norning. N ce to be with you here
t oday.

|"mgoing to try and give you a quick overview of what
you have witten down in the report that has attenpted to
estimate for the first tine at a national |evel the economc
I npacts, the adverse inpacts, of pathological ganbling and
problem ganbling, as noted from the perspective of the
I ndi vi dual s who experience these disorders. |In other words, what
are the consequences that they experience that we're able to put
sone dollar tag on for that small fraction of people who do
engage in ganbling who have engaged in problematic and
pat hol ogi cal ganbling? And how can we attach values to it?

W have really built this analysis on several studies that
have been done by Dr. Lesieur and WIIliam Thonpson, who have
I ntensively studi ed popul ati ons who were engaged in treatnment for
ganbl i ng probl ens, including Ganbl ers Anonynous.

These are very, very fruitful studies that have been
done | ooking at those individuals who have self-attributed to
having problens, exploring wth them the inpact, the adverse
I npact, tangible and intangible, -- and I'lIl try and work wth
you on those terns in a few mnutes -- that they have experienced
as a consequence of these problens that they' ve had.

Specifically, the things that have been noticed are up
t here. Starting with the famly -- and | think the famly and
the interpersonal are the nost critical, although, quite frankly,

per haps the | east anenable to have dollar tags attached to them
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But what we could look at and what we do see in the
anal yses is that people who are scored as pathol ogi cal ganblers,
as problem ganblers have significantly elevated divorce rates.
We can only attach a relatively insignificant cost to that. And
we know that it doesn't reflect nuch, but it does reflect the
| egal costs of going through a divorce. But we know that there
are quite elevated rates.

In addition, what we see is that those people who were
classified as Type E or Type D ganblers have on average poorer
heal th and/or higher rates of utilization of nmental health care
services. So they’'re experiencing nental health problens.

You can nove on to the inpacts in their career, that
t hey have excessive job |oss, |ost wages from unenpl oynent. And
these are things that we'll get into in detail.

Il think, in particular, there is always a |ot of
concern about bankruptcy that these individuals my have bad debt
that they incur and that they, therefore, are | think spreading
their excess in terns of taking risks, financial risks, to their
household, to their famly, and to the institutions from which
they or individuals fromwhomthey receive noney.

Then, finally, we have | ooked at the crinme and crim nal
justice dinensions. And we again see elevated rates of these
adver se consequences and/ or behavi or.

This framework for doing the economic analysis is -- as
| said, it's built upon what we have |earned from studying these
clinical populations. But, in fact, the framework in the

approach is one that is based upon the Public Health Service's
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recommended net hodol ogy for studying the inpact of health care
probl ens, including cancer, alcoholism drug abuse, stroke,
di abetes.

So we're working from a pretty well-understood
framework in terns of trying to identify consequences and then
attach val ues that have sone neaning to them

The study questions that we wuse to organize our
approach, we started with the approach of identifying these kinds
of tangi bl e consequences that | just enunerated for you and tried
to explain. And then we really asked the question: To what
extent do pathol ogi cal and problem ganblers have el evated rates
of these problens relative to other individuals in the community
and society?

The point is that people get divorced for many
different reasons. And, surely, having a problem wi th ganbling
can contribute to that, but that is not the only reason that
peopl e do get divorced. That’s not the only reason. Ganbl i ng
problens are not the only reason that soneone may | ose a job.

So it’s inportant when we make these analyses and try
and study the rates of problens presenting to these individuals
that we try and control for the extent to which others my
experience them

W did ask in the survey specifically whether these
i ndividuals attributed particular problens, be it divorce, be it
arrest, job loss, to their ganbling. And we |ook for that

because we woul d count that as a direct attri bution.
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Then, finally, once we have identified that, the
difference in rates, whether there are excessive rates, and
whether we think that statistically these are neaningful; in
other words, they didn't happen because soneone rolled the dice
and it just popped up, then how do we attach dollar values to it?
And, again, we nmade recourse to the nmethodol ogy the Public Health
Service recommends pretty much pronmul gated 20 years ago to study
di sorders.

Let’s go on to the next slide. Ckay. Just j unping
right to where we get, | guess the data cones up. And this is in
the report. W know we see fromthis study that pathol ogi cal and
probl em ganblers do have significantly elevated rates of these
costly consequences, higher than otherwise simlar persons do,
otherwise simlar, people of the sanme gender, sane age, sane
education, sane ethnic background, same incone class, and also
standardi zi ng for whether or not these people have al cohol and/or
drug probl ens.

So we did these kinds of factors to give us a nmeasured,
as it were, estimate of the inpact of their ganbling problem
From this, we do our calculations. W’re concluding that there
are thousands of dollars, several thousands of dollars, that are
bei ng i nposed by these individuals with the problem per year.

W did find that, despite the fact that you have these
significantly elevated rates of divorce, job loss, health care
problens, that, for the nost part, the individuals my not
perceive or at least they' re not necessarily willing to say that

these problens are due to ganbling in their life, that if they
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have been arrested, they' re not very likely to say that they were
arrested because of the ganbling.

There are probably a lot of reasons for that, and I
won't get into it. But let’'s just suffice it to say that if
soneone is stealing and gets caught, they my fail to
differentiate between whether they're stealing to ganble or
stealing to pay the rent or to buy food for the famly.

Utimately, the noney cones out of the same pocket.
But in the analysis that we’'re doing, we are identifying
pat hol ogi cal and problem ganblers. W’'re |ooking for these
differential rates. W are standardizing for the other factors,
then making the attributions that the difference is indeed
strongly associated, if not caused, by the ganbling problem

Here we have gone to specifically the itens for which
we have estimated the cost. And | have already gone through
them \What we have done is we have broken these costs down into
a per-person basis, per pathol ogical ganbler, per problem ganbler
per year. And sone of the costs could be neasured for the past
year. Sonme of themcould only be neasured for lifetine. Certain
t hi ngs, such as filing bankruptcy, occur fewtines in one’'s life,
hopefully few tinmes, for nost of us never.

What we do find for pathol ogical and problem ganblers
is that there <certainly are higher rates that they're
experiencing this. The values that you see here are really
adjusted for two kinds of things: first of all, the differenti al

rate with which these individuals experience the problem second
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of all, what is the expected cost to soneone, to others in
society, if they experience this problem

So in the past year, what we estimated -- | guess we
don’t have sunmaries. |It’'s on the next one. Rather than going
through these, again, sone of these could only be neasured
because they were infrequent over the lifetine. And we didn’'t
have a solid basis for adjusting these to a past year. It was
not avail abl e. That wasn’'t sonmething that we were able to
measure with this sanple size. Ohers for the past year we could
get estimates of, but we didn't have a basis to project it back
over the lifetine.

Moreover, it’s inportant to understand that for the
pat hol ogi cal ganblers, we’'re dealing with a proportion of this
group that is current ganblers and currently experiencing these
consequences and another proportion who has not been ganbling,
has not been partaking in risk leisure activities in the past
year. They were in recovery perhaps.

So these are averages for both kinds of individuals:
those who currently have problens and those who have experienced
it in the past. But, nonetheless, we would estimate that there
may be sone carryover of these problens sone tine after they have
stopped the probl ematic behavi or.

Let’s go on. So for pathological ganblers, what we
estimated was that the total cost per person with a lifetine
pat hol ogi cal ganbling problem is about $1,200 per year. On the
other year, lifetime costs -- and this is a different set of

I mpacts, including divorce and bankruptcy, as well as arrests and
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incarceration -- amount to about $10,000 accunul ated over their
lifetine.

There’s another type of cost here that we're calling
transfers. These transfers of ganblers, | think this is what we
think of when we note that people may engage in theft or that
they may be borrowi ng excessively and incur bad debt and declare
bankr upt cy.

These are transfers where an econom st may sonetines
pick and nit in ternms of our articulating this. It surely is a
cost to sonmeone when you borrow or steal and do not repay or do
not make good upon your debt to society. Nonetheless, econom sts
will call these kinds of costs transfers sinply because what has
been | ost by one part of society is gained by another. I think
that is a very real inpact. And in many senses, it nmay be one of
the nost inportant inpacts.

So we put it up here. W develop these estinmates, and
we show it to you. But we net it out so that we can be
met hodol ogically correct wthin the conpany of our fellow
econom st s.

Let’s go on. | think just one of the things that we
did after we developed these estimates was to take the nunbers
and to put them beside sone other health problems. And this is
meant, as nmuch as anything, to give sone perspective on it.

Again, renmenber that for pathological and problem
ganbling, we're dealing with people who have the current problens
as well as those who may have had the problens and are in

recovery.
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The total annual cost that we’'re getting for
probl em pat hol ogi cal ganbling is about $5 billion. How does it
conpare? |It’'s in aggregate, shall we say, smaller than it is for
drug abuse, for stroke, for notor vehicle crashes.

The preval ence count, though, | think we need to keep
in mnd. Again, the prevalence count is lifetime, rather than
current year. And that is sonmewhat smaller. The annual cost per
preval ence case is about $900 versus the other estimates; this is
to say, the probl em pathol ogi cal ganbl ers experiencing these very
real significant issues, tangible.

In addition, we have values that we have not been able
to estimate. And these we euphemstically term "intangible
| mpacts. " They relate to famly disruption, interpersona
rel ati onships, the pain, the suffering, the anxiety, all of the
things that we understand are at the heart of what is going on,
probably are the true crux for pathol ogical ganblers, individuals
whose behavior is out of control. Right noww don't have a good
way to assign a value under this nethodology to it.

This really is sonme statistical background. I won’'t
spend nuch tine. It’s in there. The colum on the |eft-hand
side of that table shows the rate of the consequence that was
experienced for the particular problem The rate that is on the
right-hand side of the table is the rate for |owrisk ganblers.

The difference between those two is adjusted down
somewhat in that so-called predicted rate wthout ganbling. And

it’s the difference between the rate of the consequence for your
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pat hol ogi cal ganblers and the predicted rate wthout ganbling
that we use to do attribution.

This is, in effect, an attenpt to standardi ze for these
denogr aphi c differences, educational |evel differences, different
region of the country, whether or not people have alcohol and
drug problens. So we’ve tried to be again sonewhat conservative
In making attribution and these esti nates.

| think what you' |l see, though, if you |ook at those
three different colums is that these individuals, t he
pat hol ogi cal ganblers, really do have significantly elevated
rates relative to people who are otherwi se simlar

In ternms of divorce, what we see is pathol ogical

ganbl ers. Over 50 percent of those who have ever married had
been divorced, conpared to -- and it’s not trivial, and it’s very
unfortunate; it's a nodern tragedy -- 30 percent for lowrisk
ganbl ers.

When we do the adjustnents for these other factors, are
t hey al coholics, |ow education? Have they dropped out of school ?
W still see that we have a major elevation in the risk for
divorce by pathological ganblers, an expected rate of 33.5
percent, an actual rate of 53.5 percent.

Probably the greatest differential down there is in
terms of having been arrested and having been incarcerated.
Again, the rates that we're looking at in that left colum, all
of these rates are self-attributed rates. And what we’'re seeing

Is that the pathol ogical ganblers, a third of themare admtting
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that they ve ever been arrested at sone tine in their life,
versus an 11 percent rate for |owrisk ganblers.

And | think for individuals who have never ganbled,
that rate is only about four percent. It is smaller yet. Again,
we try to take a relatively conservative approach to estimating
what these costs are.

The rate of incarceration, again, 21 percent of those
that are scored as pathol ogi cal ganblers have been incarcerated
at some point in their life, conpared to 4 percent for lowrisk
ganbl ers. And for non-ganblers, that rate was a fraction of a
percent, virtually zero. So you have a major difference.

These sane kinds of patterns -- and all of these rates
that we put up here, we perforned statistical analyses to nake
sure that these just weren’'t accidents. And what you can see is
a clear and very small pattern. It is consistent with what has
been observed and reported on this study in treatnent centers and
for Ganbl ers Anonynous that there are these different rates.

These are individuals who, by and |arge, not every one
of them but by and |arge, have significant |ife problens that
affect thenselves, affect their significant others, their
famlies, their households, their enployers. They’ re decl aring
bankruptcy at much higher rates than others.

Again, it doesn't mean it has happened in the past

year. And many of the people that we're studying here are in
recovery. | think that they changed their ways, if | may say
t hat .
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But this is the scientific basis and the approach that
we have used to try and estimate these. There are very tangible
and real costs. These are warning bells for individuals that
their behavior has gotten out of control and in ternms of | think
that there is an inportant nessage to be sent to individuals that
| etting ganbling behavior get out of control can have a host of
consequences.

And, noreover, if they see sone of these consequences
comng up, they mght look at their whole Iife and think about
whet her ganbling or drinking or other kinds of problens are
present and that these need to take these as warning signs to
think carefully about their life and how they structure it.

At this point, | think I'"mpretty well done. And |’]
stop ny presentation. Thank you.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Thank you very much.



